INTRODUCTION: THE THEORETICAL CASE FOR PARTITION
I N two influential articles Chaim Kaufmann elaborated a set of hypotheses on the usefulness of partition as a solution to ethnic civil war, building on the arguments of John Mearsheimer and Stephen Van Evera.
1 Before them, a first wave of theorists had considered the benefits and costs of partition. A prominent theorist, Donald Horowitz, suggested that if the short run is so problematical, if the constraints on policy innovation are many, if even grand statements need patchwork readjustment, perhaps it is a mistake to seek accommodation among the antagonists. If it is impossible for groups to live together in a heterogeneous state, perhaps it is better for them to live apart in more than one homogeneous state, even if this necessitates population transfers. Separating the antagonists-partition-is an option increasingly recommended for consideration where groups are territorially concentrated. 2 It is hard to argue with such a statement. Assuming that "the constraints of policy innovation" and "the short run" can be accurately measured ex ante, it would be easy to recommend partition for some countries while trying to patch up others. However, neither the first nor the second wave of theorists was able to produce operational criteria for applying the theory consistently across cases.
Despite this lack of operational applicability and clarity, partition theory, with its intuitive appeal, has been shaping scholarly and policy opinion on how to end ethnic civil wars. To help policymakers make informed decisions about the usefulness of partition as a strategy to end civil war, I compiled a new data set of all civil wars in the post-World War II era and used that data set to empirically test the set of hypotheses that constitute partition theory.
I focus on the second wave of partition theorists, who have had the greatest impact on the debate. According to them, ethnic violence implies that civil politics cannot be restored unless "ethnic groups are demographically separated into defensible enclaves. . . . Solutions that aim at restoring multi-ethnic civil politics and at avoiding population transfers-such as power-sharing, state re-building, or identity reconstruction-cannot work because they do nothing to dampen the security dilemma." 3 The so-called security dilemma lies at the core of partition theory. The dilemma in its purest form arises when one community faces a distrustful other and one's actions to increase one's own security are perceived as threatening the security of others. 4 Posen argues that this dynamic is intensified when the opponents belong to different ethnic groups. 5 Ethnic civil wars, argue partition theorists, are characterized by strong and fixed identities, by weak ideological and strong religious overtones, by the dissemination of tales of atrocities to strengthen mobilization, and by easy recognition of identities and the existence of only limited scope for individual choice. Therefore, once war starts, the theory goes, all members of the group must be mobilized because other ethnic groups will inevitably recognize them as enemies. 6 This inescapable destiny reinforces the dynamics of war and must lead to partition, since "once ethnic groups are mobilized for war, the war cannot end until the populations are separated into defensible, mostly homogeneous regions. . . . Ethnic separation . . . allows . . . cleansing and rescue imperatives [to] disappear; war is no longer mandatory."
However intuitive that reasoning may be, it is nothing more than a series of unsubstantiated assertions. Beyond a handful of self-selected cases, partition theorists have not presented proof that partition is the only viable and credible solution to ethnic civil war. They have not even proven that partition outperforms other war outcomes in terms of peace-building potential. The theory is indeed plausible under strict assumptions, but are these assumptions realistic?
This paper poses a serious challenge to partition theorists by providing a rigorous test of the theory with a comparison of post-civil war realities in both partitioned and nonpartitioned states. It focuses on countries that have experienced civil war; it does not consider cases of peaceful partition.
8 I begin by summarizing other authors' critiques of partition theory in the next section. I then identify the main determinants of war-related partition and test the three core hypotheses of partition theory: (1) that partitions facilitate postwar democratization; (2) that they prevent war recurrence; and (3) that they significantly reduce residual low-level ethnic violence. My tests lead me to reject the most critical tenets of partition theory. I find that partitions do not help prevent recurrence of ethnic war and that they may not even be necessary to stop low-level ethnic violence. Although it may seem like a clean and easy solution, partition fares no better than other outcomes of ethnic civil war. I turn now to a summary of the debate.
REBUTTALS AND COUNTERREBUTTALS: THE STATE OF THE DEBATE ON PARTITION
The suggestion that populations must be forcibly separated to prevent them from killing each other has inspired both approval and criticism. The most significant criticism is that partition may be too limiting a PARTITION AND ETHNIC WAR 439 8 Partition theorists also approach the problem in this way: they do not discuss partition as a preventive measure before war occurs but rather analyze it as a strategy to end civil war after it occurs-"when all else fails," as Kaufman (fn. 1, 1998) puts it. Peaceful partitions therefore cannot offer any information on my main research question-war recurrence-since a war is a necessary precondition for war recurrence. My research design is therefore the equivalent of a biostatistician's inquiry into the effects of medical treatment for illness: suffering from that illness is a precondition for inclusion in the study. Studying the relationship between initial war occurrence and partition would be an interesting extension of my study. The research question would have to be reformulated, as would the data set. The dependent variable could no longer be war recurrence or residual violence and one would need a theory of civil war occurrence that included partition as a potentially important determinant of civil war (or civil peace). Such a study would analyze a random sample of countries (or the entire population of countries) and would have to include both countries that experienced war and countries that were at peace. To identify whether partition causes war, one could code a binary variable denoting if the country was partitioned and use it as a regressor in a model of the onset of war. Alternatively, one could estimate two separate regressions on partitioned and nonpartitioned countries and compare the coefficients. In terms of the medical research example above, this study would effectively ask: how does factor x affect one's chances of becoming ill?
SUCCESSOR STATES MAY ALSO INCORPORATE
ETHNIC CONFLICT According to partition theorists, the success of partition depends on the demographic reorganization of the new territories and on the absence of militarily significant minorities in the new states. However, successor states in most actual cases of partition are not ethnically pure. Hence, this core premise of partition theory may be unrealistic. 17 To quote Horowitz:
The linchpin of all the arguments [for partition] is the assumption that the probable outcome of secession and partition will be more homogeneous states and, concomitantly, a lower ethnic conflict level. If the assumption were correct, the conclusion would follow. But the assumption is wrong: the only thing secession and partition are unlikely to produce is ethnically homogeneous or harmonious states. 18 Furthermore, even if successor states were homogeneous, the mobilization perspective of ethnic conflict would suggest that, unless partition is accompanied by regime or leadership reform, there is no guarantee that ethnic groups in successor states will not be mobilized into another war against residual minorities.
19 So again the theory's claims depend critically on unrealistic premises about the ethnic composition and political institutions of successor and predecessor states.
This last point is related to the theory's dependence on the concept of the security dilemma, which ignores the fact that conflict is often due not to the defensive security needs of ethnic groups but rather to the "predatory" goals of their leaders. It is worth noting that even the "father" of the concept of the security dilemma-Robert Jervis-has acknowledged that in most contemporary civil conflicts there are not only security motives but also predatory ones. It follows that partition will not resolve the security dilemma of the partitioned ethnic groups if it exacerbates the "predatory" incentives of predecessor states. 20 Yugoslavia's recurrent wars are a case in point.
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ETHNIC COOPERATION IS POSSIBLE WITHOUT PARTITION There can be many ways to resolve the security dilemma. 21 Noncooperative game theory identifies a number of conditions under which a mutually beneficial Nash equilibrium can be achieved between parties whose preferences are, first, to cheat their opponent into cooperating while they defect and, second, to mutually cooperate rather than mutually defect-preferences such as those characterizing many ethnic conflicts. Perspectives on international negotiation have also suggested that the parties can cooperate if they negotiate a solution to "delegate to neutral authorities."
22 If negotiation is a viable option, it may be possible to reach an internationally or regionally brokered agreement that addresses the conflict's underlying causes.
23
The problem with these solutions is that they may not be credible, which reinforces the security dilemma. 24 Thus, argues Walter, civil wars tend not to end in negotiated settlements, and a settlement will hold only when external security guarantees are available. 25 However, it need not follow that all peace agreements and institutional solutions to ethnic conflict are noncredible. Only the warring parties can gauge ex ante whether an institutional framework designed to end the war will be successful because they know their opponents and can estimate the probability that the peace process will fail. 26 Also, partition, which is allegedly credible because it redraws national borders to resolve the minority's security dilemma, is as vulnerable to the credibility argument as any other solution, since only robust external security guarantees can credibly prevent predatory predecessor states from restarting the war against successor states.
What if there is no decisive end to the war (such as a military victory) and ethnic competition persists, threatening the possibility of new violence? The rationalist perspective on war would suggest that the war should have resolved any uncertainty about relative resolve and power that might have led to war in the first place. Thus, miscalculations 25 In Walter's (fn. 9) argument, the security dilemma depends on an asymmetry of power between the government and rebels. Walter notes that credible external security guarantees are effective, though difficult. The difficulty in proving the credibility of the third party's commitment amounts to indirect support for the partition thesis, though only if partition is proven to be more credible and less difficult to implement than a brokered settlement. 26 De Figuereido and Weingast (fn. 19).
would be less likely after the first war and rational parties would prefer not to start a new war regardless of the first war's outcome. 27 This could change, however, as the parties' relative capabilities change over time. So one way for the international community to enable stable peace is to preserve the military balance that follows the end of the war. An alternative, which could work better in some situations, is to create a regional hegemon responsible for regional peace. 28 Finally, cooperation among ethnic groups may be possible if ethnic diffusion increases as a result of the war, that is, if the opposite of partition takes place. Byman has suggested that increased ethnic diffusion may mitigate the security dilemma, since it would reduce the probability that a single ethnic group could become politically and militarily dominant. His argument derives from the theoretical literature on international alliances and posits that ethnic "balancing" against threatening groups is both possible and stabilizing. 29 This hypothesis has yet to be tested, but it is relevant to note that a budding political economy literature on civil wars has identified a parabolic relationship between ethnic fragmentation and the probability of civil war; that is, the probability of civil war drops significantly at very high levels of ethnic diversity and it is greatest in ethnically polarized societies, which seems to support Byman's hypothesis. 30 The question that partition theorists raise is slightly different, however: can ethnic diversity reduce the risk of war recurrence after the first war ends? I answer this question in later sections. To answer these questions, I have compiled a new cross-sectional data set of all civil wars since 1944. The unit of observation is a civil war. The analysis focuses on wars that have been over for at least two years at the time of writing, but also included are eight ongoing wars to capture the partition theorists' interest in partition as a way of ending ongoing wars.
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A civil war is defined as an armed conflict that has (1) caused more than one thousand deaths; (2) challenged the sovereignty of an internationally recognized state; (3) occurred within the recognized boundaries of that state; (4) involved the state as one of the principal combatants; (5) included rebels with the ability to mount an organized opposition; and (6) involved parties concerned with the prospect of living together in the same political unit after the end of the war. 32 This definition allows me to combine wars from several data sets. 33 Detailed Using the entire data set (which includes six right-truncated wars), I estimated probit models of the incidence of partition, selecting the explanatory variables on the basis of theory developed in the literature on civil war. 45 I want to test whether some of the same variables that either cause or terminate civil wars are also significant determinants of warrelated partition.
I make the following testable hypotheses: Following the reasoning of partition theorists, I hypothesize that WARTYPE (ethnic/religious rather than ideological war) should be positively associated with parti- 43 My coding of cases of partition incorporated suggestions made by anonymous referees. 44 One might argue that the "real" number of partitions is smaller, since several of them occurred in either the former Yugoslavia or the former USSR. This would imply that these partitions may not be independent of one another. Thus, I cluster all same-country observations in my statistical analysis, relaxing the assumption of independence for those observations and allowing for nonconstant variance within clusters. tion. 46 Partition is not usually the goal of revolutions motivated by ideology, but it is often the stated goal of ethnic war. For the same reason, ethnic heterogeneity (EH) should be significantly associated with partition, especially if ethnic groups are large enough to constitute a politically and economically viable successor state. The human toll of the war (LOGCOST) should be positively correlated with partition. The intuition is that extremely violent wars can be settled only by partition and that the international community might be more supportive of such an outcome in those cases. The outcome of the war (OUTCOME2) should also be a significant determinant of partition, since we would not expect to see partition if the government wins a military victory, whereas partition would be more likely in the case of rebel victory. Population size (LOGPOP) should be positively associated with partition. 47 I also include as control variables a number of socioeconomic indicators of the country's overall level of development, since many studies have identified such variables as significant determinants of civil war. 48 However, it is harder to theorize about the nature of their association with the incidence of partition. I present the results of my estimations in Table 4 .
A first important finding is that, as theorized, the type of the war is indeed a significant determinant of partition. Identity wars (ethnic and religious wars) are positively and significantly correlated with partition in model 1. This implies that the partition theorists correctly argue that ethnicity matters for the onset of partition. However, when I tested alternatively coded variables for the type of war in models 1b and 1c, I found a significant difference: both variables were significant, but Licklider's variable (TYPELICK in model 1a) is negatively correlated with the onset of partition whereas the State Failure Project variable (TYPESTF in model 1b) is positively correlated with partition. This implies that, while ethnicity seems important for partition, the direction of their association might be influenced by assumptions made in the coding of the WARTYPE variable. 49 At the same time, only small changes are ob- served in most of the other variables in models 1a and 1b, which suggests that the other variables are robust. Ethnicity has a complicated relationship with partition. In models 1, 1a, and 1b, I found that as ethnic heterogeneity increases, the probability of a partition decreases significantly, suggesting that it may be difficult to coordinate and win in a secessionist war in extremely diverse societies. 50 However, as the size of ethnic groups increases, so does the probability of partition. 51 Large ethnic groups may be better able to overcome the coordination problems associated with mounting a rebellion and better able to defend their territory.
As expected, I found that partitions are positively and significantly correlated with the level of violence (LOGCOST). This variable is very robust, and since deaths and displacements chronologically precede the occurrence of partition, these results may be pointing to a causal relationship between high levels of violence and partition. At the same time, my data do not allow me to preclude the possibility that some of the observed violence may actually have been caused by partition (as, for example, in India and Cyprus).
War outcomes are also significant in model 1 and all its variants. Both rebel victory and truce are significantly and positively associated with the incidence of partition (although, these results should be interpreted with caution due to high collinearity among these regressors).
In model 2 I added several socioeconomic variables that may have been important causes of the previous war and I found them individually insignificant. While I did not expect to find individual significance efforts and exchange information. I will use my WARTYPE variable in the rest of the analysis since I generated it with reference to as many sources as I could consult for each case. I tried to reflect majority opinion about the coding of each case, where there was disagreement between my main sources.
50 If we drop WARTYPE, then EH becomes nonsignificant but remains negative. 51 I proxy the size of ethnic groups by interacting the ethnic heterogeneity index EH with the log of population size (LOGPOP). given their high level of collinearity, I did expect and did find joint significance (a joint test of ILLIT, LIFES, GDP, DECADE, and GEO yielded chi2(5) = 11.85 and Prob > chi2 = 0.0369). The fact that these variables are not individually significant allows me to use them as controls in my analytical models of war recurrence in the next section, since they are not significantly correlated with partition and I use partition as a core regressor in those models. The most important impact of these local capacity variables is that they make ethnicity (EH, EHLPOP) nonsignificant (although this may be due to the noise that they introduce in the equation). Finally, in model 3 I controlled for income inequality (GINI) and replaced the socioeconomic controls of model 2 with a variable measuring the country's overall level of economic development (ENERGYS) at the start of the war. 52 Here I found a positive but nonsignificant relationship between economic development and partition. The opposite association is often found between development and the risk of onset of war, but my finding makes sense, since low levels of economic development often discourage ethnic minorities from seceding (although a more accurate result might have been obtained if I had data available on the regional concentration of natural resources and the geographic dispersion of industries within each country). 53 Income inequality is significant but negatively correlated with partition, which once again seems counterintuitive. 54 The control variables for geographical location and for the decade during which the war started pick up time-and place-specific effects. The DECADE variable is nonsignificant, but there seem to be important regional effects (which could be better studied in the context of a panel data set).
To summarize, I found that partition is significantly more likely to occur after an identity war than after an ideological war, after an informal truce or rebel victory following a very costly war, in a country with 458 WORLD POLITICS 52 Measuring these variables at the start of the war not only prevents problems of reverse causality but also captures any impact that these variables might have had on causing the civil war in the first place. Thus, the inability to find significance for the economic variables in model 2 may be due to a selection effect (since all the countries in my sample are countries that experienced war and may therefore share the same socioeconomic background). Thus, the analysis of partition and war recurrence must focus here on war-related variables that would be expected to differ significantly across countries. 53 See Collier and Hoeffler (fn. 45). The precise relationship between partition and economic variables is undertheorized, so I will not explore this further, but this counterintuitive finding is worth further study. It may be that relatively richer countries can support partition, since the prospects of economic viability of the successor state will be greater. 54 These signs do not change if I drop the cases of ongoing war. The direction of this correlation, however, may result from measurement error or selection effects. Measurement error is possible because reliable data were often not available for the relevant years. Or it may be due to collinearity between income inequality and energy consumption, since I used GDP data to impute missing values of both of these variables. large ethnic groups and small levels of ethnic heterogeneity and a relatively higher level of economic development (compared to other wartorn states). Having identified these correlates of partition, I can now test the three critical hypotheses of partition theory: (1) that partitions create successor states that are at least as democratic as their predecessors, if not more so; (2) that partitions reduce the risk of war recurrence; and (3) that partitions reduce low-level ethnic violence after the war ends.
TESTING THE HYPOTHESES DOES PARTITION CREATE UNDEMOCRATIC STATES?
Kaufmann has argued that successor states are generally no less democratic than their predecessors and that they can even be more democratic. 55 Although a full test of this hypothesis is not yet possible (see below), a first cut at such a test is provided in this section.
Using data on democracy and autocracy from the Polity 98 data set, I have created the variable GURR, measuring the level of democracy two years (GURR 2) and five years (GURR 5) after the end of the war for both predecessor and successor states. 56 Partitioned countries have a mean and standard deviation of GURR 2 of 11.02 and 6.204, respectively. The corresponding values for nonpartitioned countries are 8.42 and 6.27, respectively. A score of 20 suggests a perfect democracy, whereas a score of 0, an extreme autocracy. The computed averages reveal that countries that have experienced a civil war-regardless of whether or not they have been partitioned-are generally nondemocratic two years after the end of the war. This may be due to the war itself or to a legacy of undemocratic institutions. These legacies can be measured by GURRLAG5-the mean level of democracy during the five years prior to the start of the war. An equality of means test for both GURRLAG5 and GURR2 reveals signs of significant differences between partitioned and nonpartitioned countries. Specifically, a t-test of the null hypothesis that there is no significant difference in the mean of GURR2 in partitioned and nonpartitioned countries can marginally be rejected with 120 degrees of freedom and a t-statistic of -1.6644 (P > |t| = 0.098). A two-sample t-test with equal variances only on cases of ethnic war does reveal that there is a significant difference and that partitioned countries have higher democracy averages (75 d.f.; t = -3.3842). However, this effect need not refer to the democratization effect of partition and may be due to the prewar level of democracy, which is on average higher among 460 WORLD POLITICS partitioned countries that have experienced war. A means test with respect to DEMCH-a variable that measures the difference of postwar and prewar levels of democracy-rejects equality with 73 degrees of freedom and t = -2.6597 (P > |t| = 0.0096). These results suggest that partitioned states fare slightly better in terms of postwar democratization. I turn next to a multivariable OLS regression of GURR2 (and GURR5) using partition as one of the explanatory variables. A bivariate regression of democracy on partition shows no significance of partition at the 5 percent level if we use the entire data set but finds partition positive and significant among cases of ethnic war. A clearer picture emerges from multivariate models (see Table 6 ). In model 1 I regressed the postwar democracy index (with imputed missing values) on a number of explanatory variables, including partition. 58 Most of the variance in the dependent variable in this and the other models is explained by the country's democratic legacy (GURRLAG5), which is extremely robust and significantly increases postwar levels of democracy. There is a weak positive correlation between democratic postconflict states and the presence of third-party peace operations (PEACEOP). Given that this association is weak, I dropped PEACEOP from subsequent regressions. There is a negative, though not very robust relationship between the level of democracy and the size of the government's military, which suggests that troop demobilization and force reductions in postconflict states may be useful in promoting peace and democracy. War duration is significant and positively correlated with the level of democracy, lending support to the war-weariness hypothesis (that people tired of war will try harder to build peace). Real per capita GDP is positively correlated with democracy (as would be expected), but this association is not significant, possibly due to selection effects or measurement error.
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Partition is positively correlated with democracy and it is significant at the 10 percent level. The type of war is also significant and the coefficient sign suggests that ethnic wars would reduce the postwar mean of democracy by 2.5 points as compared with nonethnic wars.
In model 2 I looked more closely at cases of ethnic war, and the results discussed previously are nearly identical, except for the signifi-PARTITION AND ETHNIC WAR 461 58 I selected these variables based on theoretical arguments regarding the determinants of the level of democratization after civil war, drawing on Doyle and Sambanis (fn. 45), among others. Also the relationship between economic variables and democracy has been the focus of numerous studies in the economics and political science literatures; see, e.g., Ross E. Burkhart and Michael S. Lewis-Beck, "Comparative Democracy: The Economic Development Thesis," American Political Science Review 88 (December 1994). 59 These regression results are robust for a large number of specifications. cance and coefficient of partition, which now more than doubles. In model 3 I regressed the same right-hand-side variables on the GURR2 variable without imputing missing values, and the results are robust. The democratic legacy variable (GURRLAG5) seems to be doing heavy lifting in these regressions. If we drop it from models 2-3, the R 2 drops by about 20 percentage points and the coefficient of partition increases by 20 percent.
Partition may also be endogenous or, rather, jointly determined with some of the other right-hand-side variables. Thus, I reestimated model 2 using a two-stage least squares (2SLS) estimator; no significant differences were observed (both the coefficient and standard error of partition were extremely volatile, but the t-test remained the same). In model 5 I estimated a different specification of this model again using 2SLS, dropping the now nonsignificant GARM variables, but again no major change occurred. In model 6 I changed two of the instrumental variables used in the first-stage regressions. Throughout these changes in specification and estimation method, the democratic legacy variable (GURRLAG5) was extremely robust, as was partition. The coefficient of the partition variable was positive and varied between 6 and 8.
Finally, testing the hypothesis that the instrumented 2SLS models might be more efficient than the OLS models, I found the OLS models more efficient. A Hausman test of the null hypothesis that the difference in coefficients between the instrumented and OLS models is not systematic, estimated as:
-1 ](b -B), yielded a chisquare statistic of 0.57 with 4 degrees of freedom, so we cannot reject the null hypothesis that the instrumented models are less efficient and we should rely on the OLS estimates of models 1-3. 60 Overall, these regression results seem to support partition theory. However, this is at best an incomplete picture, since we do not have comparable democracy data for successor states that are not internationally recognized. This therefore creates a problem of systematic bias in the coding of the dependent variable, which reduces the reliability of the findings just described. Successor states that are not internationally recognized may well have low democracy; contrast, for example, the political institutions of the Republic of Cyprus with those of the socalled Turkish Republic of Northern Cyprus or the democracy levels in Chechnya versus those in Russia or in Ossetia and Abkhazia versus PARTITION AND ETHNIC WAR 463 those in Georgia. These comparisons are difficult, given that the Polity 98 project does not provide information on these territories. Thus, before making a judgment on the democratizing effects of partition, we need comparable data on democracy for all successor and predecessor states. 61 At this stage, I can neither reject nor accept the claims of the partition theorists with confidence. The link between partition and democratization must be studied further as high-quality data become available. At that time it would also be interesting to see whether high levels of GURRLAG5 tend to promote democracy in postwar successor states. At this stage the robustness of GURRLAG5 suggests that our focus should not be on designing democracy-friendly partitions but rather should be on strengthening democratic institutions in countries before they actually experience a civil war.
I now turn to the critical question of war recurrence. Cyprus was at war again in 1974 after it was effectively partitioned into militarily defensible, self-administered enclaves between 1963 and 1967. 62 At the same time, seemingly intractable conflicts and bloody ethnic wars have given way to peace without partition, as, for example, in South Africa, Guatemala, and Uganda.
DOES PARTITION PREVENT WAR RECURRENCE
These examples, however, do not constitute sufficient proof that the critics are right. To develop better insight into the relationship between partition and war recurrence, I present simple cross-tabulations of partition and war recurrence and low-level violence in Table 7 . 63 No statistical association between partition and ending violence is evident either for the entire population of cases or for ethnic wars.
A fuller test of the relationship between partition and war recurrence, conditional on the effects of several other variables, can be derived by estimating multivariable regressions (see Table 8 ). The dependent variable is WAREND (did the war end?) with the suffixes 2, 5, and 10 denoting that it is observed two, five, and ten years after the end of the civil war. WAREND is coded 1 if there is no war recurrence and 0 otherwise. 64 The control variables in these regressions were selected on PARTITION AND ETHNIC WAR 465 the basis of previous research on war termination. A regressor is used only if at least one other scholar has identified it as significant for war termination and peace building.
65
The results of models 1 and 2 of Table 8 are quite robust to specification tests. A first interesting finding is that, though not significant in either model, partition is positively correlated with ethnic war recurrence in model 1 (it is negatively correlated with WAREND). 66 It is, however, positively correlated with WAREND if we look at the entire population of wars. In fact, among ideological nonethnic wars, partition is a significant determinant of war termination, which implies that nonethnic partitions are more stable and peaceful than ethnic partitions (although these results are driven by the very few cases of nonethnic partition).
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The human cost of the war in both models 1 and 2 is negatively correlated with war ending, confirming that the greater the number of people injured by the war, the harder it is to build peace. 68 War outcomes are the most significant and robust variable, though the OUTCOME2 variable is hard to interpret (Table 9 below explains these effects more clearly). . I also controlled for the number of land borders, the decade the war started, and the cold war. I could not include too many of these variables together, given my small data set and the collinearity of these variables. 66 The Russia-Chechnya case causes the negative sign, and partition is positively correlated with WAREND if I drop that observation. The nonsignificance of partition, however, does not change by deleting that observation. I also sequentially deleted several other cases (e.g., Cyprus 1963/67, Somalia, Tajikistan, India), and the substantive results did not change. The results are also robust to using TYPELICK and TYPESTF instead of WARTYPE to identify ethnic wars. 67 The opposite argument (without much empirical support) is made in Chaim Kaufmann, "Intervention in Ethnic and Ideological Civil Wars: Why One Can Be Done and the Other Can't," Security Studies 6 (Autumn 1997). 68 The sign of LOGCOST in models 1 and 2 is negative, indicating that the higher the human cost, the greater the probability of war recurrence. This may seem counterintuitive: why would more costly wars lead to new wars? Would not great human cost discourage war recurrence? That reasoning is correct and it is reflected in my findings on war duration (see below), which verify the war-weariness hypothesis. However, controlling for this finding, the probability of war recurrence should be expected to be greater as the human costs of the war increase. These costs measure war-generated hostility and create grievances that may manifest themselves in future conflict. Further, the greater the human and economic cost of the war, the lower should be a country's human capital and the lower the state's capacity to resume normal operations.
Generally, the more conciliatory the outcome of the war, the greater the probability that the peace will last. War duration is positively correlated with no war recurrence, but it is only significant in model 2. This result is consistent with the findings of Mason and Fett and weakly supports a Changes in X-variables are noted in the first column. All other variables are held constant at their means. Some of these probability changes are not statistically significant, as can also be seen in Table 8. the "war weariness" hypothesis. 70 The size of the government's military is also positive but nonsignificant (it is significant only at the 10 percent level in model 2). 71 Real GDP per capita is negatively correlated with war ending, though this association is not significant. 72 The impact of ethnic heterogeneity on war recurrence is quite interesting. Ethnic heterogeneity (EH) and its interaction term with the log of population (EHLPOP) are not significant in models 1 and 2, despite the emphasis on ethnicity in the civil war literature. Moreover, EHLPOP has a positive sign, indicating that if the ethnic groups are large enough to protect themselves against domination, the risk of war recurrence is smaller. This result is consistent with Fearon and Laitin's analysis of the potential for interethnic cooperation and is robust to different measures of ethnic division (the ELF index) and different model specifications. 73 As I added several interaction terms between partition and other variables in models 6-8, I found a significant negative association between ethnicity and lasting peace but also a significant positive association between peace and larger ethnic groups. Other authors have found that ethnolinguistic and religious fractionalization is a significant determinant of the initiation of civil wars, but my findings suggest that civil war initiation and war recurrence are different phenomena with respect to the role of ethnicity and that ethnic diversity is not as detrimental to peace as many tend to assume. 74 Models 1 and 2 present short-term results. To see if these results also hold in the medium term, I reestimated models 1 and 2 both five and ten years after the end of the war: the model's fit was roughly the same. However, while no major differences occur in the five-year model, in the ten-year model, war duration is no longer significant and partition is highly significant and negatively correlated with war termination. 75 In models 6-8 I added several interaction terms between partition and LOGCOST, WARTYPE, EH, and GARM, but no appreciably important associations emerged. In model 8 the coefficient of ETHPART-denoting PARTITION AND ETHNIC WAR 471 ethnic partition-is negatively but not significantly correlated with war termination. These findings build a strong case against partition theory. Before accepting them, I should address a methodological point with potentially substantive implications. My inferences may depend on the assumption that partition is exogenous to war recurrence, an assumption that makes sense, since war recurrence is observed after the occurrence of partition. It may be, however, that these two variables are jointly determined by a common set of explanatory variables. Thus, there is concern over the possible endogeneity of partition. I therefore estimated several models assuming partition is endogenous and I also tested its exogeneity (see the appendix for technical details and for an explanation of the statistical concept of endogeneity). I present the results of three models that address the issue of endogeneity in Table 8 .
I estimate a parsimonious linear probability model treating partition as an endogenous variable (model 3). The model uses several variables that are not correlated with war recurrence (based on the previous estimations) as instruments for partition and reduces the number of exogenous variables in the structural equation to reduce noise in the system of equations. The model has good fit and is well specified. Despite this estimation adjustment, however, partition is not at all significant and continues to have a negative sign. The other key variables (LOGCOST, OUTCOME2, GDP) behave in much the same way as they did in the previous models.
In models 4 and 5 I formally tested (and could not reject) the null hypothesis that partition is exogenous. Model 4 is a two-stage probit model, estimated following Madalla and using the Rivers and Vuong exogeneity test (which was originally designed for continuous endogenous explanatory variables). 76 The exogeneity test consists of a t-test of the estimated coefficient of the predicted residual (RES) of the first- stage reduced form equation of partition. The estimated coefficient of RES is .122 and its standard error is .956, so we cannot reject the null hypothesis that partition is exogenous. To confirm this result, I estimated model 5-a bivariate probit model with sample selection (which is a full-information maximum likelihood model)-using the same instruments for partition and the same exogenous variables as in models 3 and 4. 77 The correlation coefficient rho (see Table 8 ) is .093 and its standard error is .443. A Wald test of the hypothesis that rho = 0 yields chi2(1) = .043, which does not allow us to reject the exogeneity of partitions at the 0.8346 level. Thus, more efficient estimates are obtained from models 1 and 2 and we can rely on the previously discussed inferences. Table 9 provides some easily interpretable results of the estimated change in the probability that there will be no war recurrence as a result of changes in key explanatory variables (these changes are also known as first differences). I reestimated models 1 and 2 from Table 8 and simulated (with one thousand repetitions) their parameter estimates using the CLARIFY software. 78 Using those estimates, I obtained the first differences reported.
79 I report the mean and standard deviation of the estimated change in probability (the standard deviation reflects the significance levels of the explanatory variables as in Table 8 ). Note that the probability of no war recurrence (peace) is slightly reduced by a partition after an ethnic war, although it is increased by 8.8 percent when we use the entire population of civil wars (though this result is not statistically significant). Among the statistically significant effects, it is worth reporting that if the war ends in a treaty instead of a truce, the probability of no war recurrence increases by 11.9 percent in ethnic wars and 9.8 percent in all wars. Finally, the more costly the war, the less stable the peace. By varying LOGCOST from its 25th to its 75th percentile, the probability of no war recurrence drops by 18.2 percent in ethnic wars and 24.6 percent in all wars.
To conclude this section, the evidence does not support the assertion that partition significantly reduces the risk of war recurrence. Hence PARTITION AND ETHNIC WAR 473 77 For the case of two binary variables, this can be estimated as a seemingly unrelated bivariate probit model with a selection effect. The exogeneity test in this model consists of a Wald test of rho, the estimated coefficient of the correlation of the error terms in the structural and reduced-form ("firststage") equations.
78 Michael Tomz, Jason Wittenberg, and Gary King, "Clarify: Software for Interpreting and Presenting Statistical Results," version 1.2.1 ( June 1, 1999) . See also idem, "Making the Most of Statistical Analyses: Improving Interpretations and Presentation" (Paper presented at the annual meeting of the American Political Science Association, Boston, 1999) . 79 Note that these estimates may differ slightly in replications since I did not fix the number seed used to randomly select samples for the simulations.
there is no support for partition as a policy option if the rationale advanced is that it will prevent future ethnic wars.
DOES PARTITION END ETHNIC VIOLENCE SHORT OF WAR?
The third critical hypothesis in support of partition is that the physical separation of ethnic groups will reduce residual, low-level ethnic violence (that is, violence short of war). In this section I test this hypothesis empirically and find that only under carefully specified conditions does partition reduce lower-level violence. In most situations partition will have a negligible effect on residual violence.
The dependent variable in the models estimated in this section is NOVIOL, which takes the suffixes 2 and 5 when it is measured two and five years after the end of the war, respectively. NOVIOL is binary and it is coded 1 if there is no residual violence after the end of the war and 0 otherwise. It is coded based on available information and other data sets that code armed conflict short of war and/or politicides and genocides (a table with details on the coding of each case is included in the online data set). I use two versions of the dependent variable, NOVIOL2 and NOVIOL5, for two and five years after the end of the war.
I start by regressing NOVIOL2 on the explanatory variables from the war-recurrence model, which does not produce many significant results and has low explanatory power. Partition is positively but nonsignificantly associated with an end to lower-level violence (model 1 in Table  10 ). Given the model's low classification success, it appears that war recurrence and residual violence are substantially different phenomena, so I changed the model's specification in regressions 2-6. First, I disaggregated the OUTCOME2 variable and focused on the signing of treaties, which in model 2 increased the significance level of partitions by doubling its coefficient and reducing its standard error. Treaty is also significant and positive, suggesting that treaties generally do signal the parties' intentions to reconcile their differences. We also find that EHLPOP is significant and positive. 80 Both results seem important. The 474 WORLD POLITICS 80 This result complements Bates's (fn. 47) findings on the relationship between ethnicity and political violence in Africa. Bates studies the relationship between ethnicity and economic modernizationurbanization, education, and the rise of per capita income, as well as political participation. Focusing on forty-six African countries from 1970 to 1995, he tests the relationship between ethnicity and political violence at several levels (not just wars). He measures the size distribution of ethnic groups, linguistic diversity, and the presence of an ethnic minority at risk, based on the work of a number of other researchers, and shows that the relationship between ethnicity and violence is complicated. Bates finds that "controlling for the impact of other variables, [linguistic diversity] associates with higher levels of violence . . . the size of the largest ethnic group enters quadratically; when the coefficient for the linear term is significant, so too is the coefficient for the quadratic. But as the size of the largest ethnic group grows, the level of violence initially decreases, but then increases; by contrast, the level of protest first result seems to support partition theory, though the latter seems to contradict it. These results are essentially the same for the five-year period (NOVIOL5; see model 3 in Table 10 ).
81
Models 3 and 4 are differently specified to facilitate sensitivity analysis of the previous results and to achieve higher classification success. Model 3-discussed previously-applies to the five-year period and has more than double the classification success of the two-year model. It shows that partition is not significant for ending residual violence. In model 4 I added the variable INTENSE, which measures the war's intensity and which is positive and extremely significant. Very intense wars seem either to provide no further appetite for violence or to eradicate all resistance early on, so no residual violence is necessary. The GARM variable is not significant in any of the regressions and neither is economic development (proxied by electricity consumption per capita).
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In model 4 we find that residual violence is significantly reduced by long and bloody wars, but again partition is not significant. Further, the partition variable is extremely fragile to small specification changes. Contrast models 4 and 5, which differ only in that model 4 controls for LOGCOST and model 5 for LOGDEAD (that is, not for displaced persons). The coefficient of the partition variable drops from .67 to .27 (the marginal effect drops from .26 to .10). The other variables are much more stable.
Model 6 is the best-performing model specification; it controls for civil wars in the same country during the previous ten years. That variable is extremely significant and suggests that residual violence is much more likely if the country has had a history of civil war recurrence. This effect is mitigated, however, in the case of long and intense wars, which discourage residual violence. Model 6 has substantially higher classification success than the previous models, but, in general, the models of 1999) . 81 Ten years after the end of the war partition has a negative correlation with an end to low-grade violence, but this result may be an artifact of missing (right-censored) observations (only fifty-five observations are available for the ten-year period). 82 Thus, development levels and military strength are more relevant with respect to war recurrence than with respect to low-level violence. In sum, I can point to only very weak evidence in support of the hypothesis that partitions help end low-level ethnic violence (in model 2 and some variants). More importantly, the positive impact of partitions seems fragile and extremely dependent on whether or not the war ended in a treaty, on the war's intensity, on the number of people displaced by the war, and on the number and size of ethnic groups.
To confirm that these results are not influenced by the potential endogeneity of partitions to low-grade violence, I tested once again for exogeneity. I estimated model 4 using a 2SLS linear probability model using many different combinations of instrumental variables to see whether the coefficient of partition would become significant if endogeneity is assumed. I used as instruments only variables that were not significantly associated with low-level violence in the previous regressions. I could not, however, find any results that would increase my confidence in the significance of the partition variable.
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To summarize, I find only weak support for the hypothesis that partitions are significant for an end to low-grade ethnic violence after civil war. Models supporting that hypothesis are very sensitive to small specification changes. Models controlling for the potential endogeneity of partition are not robust, have poor fit to the data, and are quite sensitive to the choice of instrumental variables.
CONCLUSION
Population movements to partition states during or after civil war are coerced, painful, and costly, and they may sow the seeds of future conflict. It is therefore imperative that international policy toward partition 83 Results are available from the author. Finding good instruments in this data set has proven notoriously difficult. I did not change the specification of model 4; rather I just added and dropped instruments and considered other variables as potentially endogenous (specifically, WARDUR, LOGCOST, TREATY, ENERCAP). The instruments I used in various combinations were GEO, BORDER, EH, GDP, URBST (urban population at the start of the conflict), GARM, INTERVEN (was there an external intervention?), MAJOR (was there a major power involved?). I found only one permutation that made partition significant, but when I estimated this model using a bivariate probit estimator, I found that the error terms of the structural and reduced-form first equation were perfectly correlated (rho = 1), which indicates either that there was too much noise in the system or that the distribution is not a bivariate normal.
be informed by rigorous, empirically verified arguments, rather than by untested theory. In this paper, I have provided a host of empirical tests, starting with an empirical inquiry into the determinants of war-related partition. I have found that partitions are more likely after costly ethnic/religious wars, after rebel victory or truce, and in countries with better-than-average socioeconomic conditions. Partitions are more likely where ethnic groups are large; they are less likely to occur as the degree of ethnic heterogeneity increases.
My analysis has also shown that the differences between ethnic and nonethnic wars with respect to war termination and partition are small. The relationship between the degree of ethnic heterogeneity and the need for partition is not as straightforward as partition theorists assume. 84 The finding that partition does not significantly prevent war recurrence suggests, at the very least, that separating ethnic groups does not resolve the problem of violent ethnic antagonism.
These findings lead me to formulate a new hypothesis for future research: if border redefinition is in the cards after civil war (or before war), then the strategy of supporting ethnic diffusion by combining rather than partitioning large ethnic groups may be worth pursuing. Thinking along these lines could be very useful for Africa in particular, given the persistent concern about the "unnaturalness" of Africa's borders and the recent debate about redefining those borders in the hope of reducing the incidence of civil wars. 85 Partition theorists would argue for the partition of warring African states into a multitude of ministates each of which is composed of a single ethnicity group. Even if this solution reduces the incidence of internal war, it will almost certainly increase the incidence of international war. Based on the empirical findings of this paper, I would put forth a rival hypothesis: if borders can be credibly and securely redrawn, then combining several large ethnic groups in a larger multiethnic state may reduce the probability of new wars. It would be useful for further research to try to clarify any threshold effects that may be associated with the size of ethnic groups as they affect the likelihood of violent secessionist activity.
No doubt this proposal is difficult, perhaps infeasible. Skeptics, however, should at least acknowledge that the political dangers of ethnic diversity are imperfectly understood and that, despite the practical 84 To cite Horowitz (fn. 2), 135: "Is there any reason to believe that the more pronounced the cultural differences that exist between groups, the greater the ethnic conflict? There has been no shortage of offhanded assertions that cultural differences engender ethnic conflict. But . . . systematic statements of the relationship are more difficult to find." 85 See, e.g., Jeffrey Herbst, "Responding to State Failure in Africa," International Security 21 (Winter 1996-97). difficulty of my proposal, it is at least based on a more nuanced understanding of the relationship between ethnicity and political violence. Indeed, much of the best recent research on political violence consistently points to the fact that ethnic diversity need not generate violence. Economic studies of the occurrence of civil war in a sample of 161 countries have found a parabolic relationship between ethno-linguistic and religious fractionalization and the onset and duration of civil wars. 86 Work in political science, too, has steadily reinforced this point. 87 Bates, for example, casts "doubt upon a . . . tenet of conventional wisdom: that ethnic diversity promotes violence." He finds that the "red zone" for violent conflict occurs "when an ethnic bloc may be sufficient in size to permanently exclude others from the exercise of power."
88 Thus, enhancing ethnic diversity while strengthening political institutions can be beneficial. So why partition states to reduce ethnic diversity?
Perhaps there are other benefits to be derived from partition-democratization, for example. The jury is still out on this question. My empirical analysis shows that partitions may have such an effect, but this effect may be due to the prewar institutions of civil war-torn countries; such institutions may be at least as important as partition in determining the democratic future. And the process of democratization itself may harbor dangers and cause violence. 89 Thus, international policy aimed at preventing war recurrence should promote institution building and socioeconomic development before war occurs in the first place, rather than supporting partition after war occurs.
Partition, as we have seen, does not help reduce the risk of war recurrence. Partitions are in fact positively (though not significantly) associated with recurrence of ethnic war. The probability of a new war rises in tandem with the human toll of the previous war and with nondecisive outcomes to the war. War recurrence is also positively, though not significantly, associated with GDP per capita 90 and with ethnic heterogeneity, though as ethnic groups become larger, new wars tend to 86 Collier, Elbadawi, and Sambanis (fn. 30). 87 Laitin and Fearon (fn. 73). 88 My findings need not agree entirely with Bates's (fn. 47), since our samples and research questions differ. I have not measured the size of the largest ethnic group, which is critical in his argument, but I do find that greater ethnic heterogeneity within the context of a larger population reduces the risk of war recurrence and residual violence. This is consistent with Bates.
89 Bates (fn. 47), 28. The dangers of the process of democratization, as opposed to the end goal of democracy, should not be underestimated. On the potential of regime transitions, including democratic transitions, to create civil war, see Hegre et al. (fn. 65) . 90 This correlation between GDP and war recurrence may seem counterintuitive since we saw that higher GDP is correlated with higher democracy, which is negatively correlated with civil war. The impact of GDP is ambiguous because GDP can be a proxy both for the country's overall development level, which should be positively associated with peace, and for "loot," inciting new wars; see Collier and Hoeffler (fn. 45). become less likely.
91 Negotiated settlements, a strong government army, and a lengthy previous war all reduce the probability of war recurrence. Thus, if the international community's interest lies in preventing new civil wars, it could manipulate some of these significant variables toward desirable goals. It could, for example, take steps to enhance the government's military and support decisive war outcomes. 92 Or it could support the negotiation of peace treaties, which reduce the threat of new violence. Again, what the international community should not do to prevent future wars is promote partition.
One benefit that can come from partition is the reduction of residual low-level ethnic violence. Certainly, it follows that if ethnic groups divide into ethnically homogeneous territorial units, the risk of ethnic conflict declines. I have found that this result depends critically on the number of displaced people, as well as on the way the previous war ended and on the country's longer war history. The probability of lowlevel violence is shaped by some of the same variables that influence war recurrence, but it also is a function of different determinants. The previous discussion of how to prevent war therefore applies to residual violence, but with some modifications. To reduce residual violence, it is important to prevent war recurrence, as patterns of large-scale violence over time seem to encourage lower-level violence.
Fine-tuning a war-to-peace transition is a difficult task because peace-building strategies can often backfire. For example, promoting economic growth may assist democratization and promote peace, but it can also lead to new wars by expanding the potential economic gains from a new rebellion. Strategies to support the government's prewar institutions and its military may also achieve peace, but they may do so at the expense of justice.
Muddling through this difficult terrain, I would propose an empirically derived strategy for resolving ethnic wars. This strategy demands action by the international community, which must promote democracy as its number one conflict-prevention strategy. If violence does erupt, its priority should be to facilitate a negotiated settlement, as well as to integrate and downsize the government's military. According to my empirical analysis, these strategies can be effective. If border redefinition is a viable option-and it should be an option only if it does not 91 Despite the fact that this study looks only at cases where war has already taken place, the results on the impact of ethnic heterogeneity are compatible with studies of initial war occurrence, in that ethnic heterogeneity seems to increase the risk of war at first, but as the degree of heterogeneity increases, that risk declines. In my analysis, however, this effect has not been statistically significant. 92 Such a strategy, however, might indirectly support political repression, so it must be carefully and selectively applied and militaries should integrate the rebel army if possible. assist one party at the expense of another-then ethnic integration rather than ethnic partition may be a winning strategy. In addition to having the potential for greater success than partition, this strategy is also not loaded with subjective and arbitrary assumptions about the necessity for ethnically pure states and about the futility of interethnic cooperation. Only in the most extreme cases may partition be necessary, indeed inevitable. Those cases must be handpicked on the basis of political analysis of regional and global constraints, the history of the preceding war, and the special traits of the society in question. More research on this topic will help pinpoint the benefits and the dangers of partition under different conditions. What this study has suggested is that, on average, partition may be an impossible solution to ethnic civil war.
APPENDIX: TESTING FOR THE POSSIBLE ENDOGENEITY OF PARTITIONS
A number of explanatory variables are correlated with both partition and no war recurrence. This raises concerns about possible endogeneity of partition in models of war recurrence. This appendix explains the problem of endogeneity to which I refer in the text and explains how the problem can be addressed. Endogeneity results if a system of simultaneous equations has correlated error terms. Here, we have a system of two equations of partition (P) and war recurrence (W):
(1) W i = γ + β 3 P i + β 4 M i + β 5 Z i + µ i (2) where equation 1 determines the incidence of partition (P) and equation 2 determines war recurrence (W). M i is a vector of common variables in the two equations and β 1 is the vector of coefficients of M i ; X i is a vector of instrumental variables (correlated with partition but not with war recurrence) and β 2 is a vector of their coefficients; Z i is a vector of variables that are correlated with war recurrence and β 5 is a vector of their coefficients. Endogeneity stems from the possible correlation between ε i and µ i (both of them disturbance terms with mean zero and no correlation to the other explanatory variables). The presence of common explanatory variables in equations 1 and 2 (that is, the variables in M i ) implies that ε i and µ i may be correlated, in which case, a simple probit regression would produce biased parameter estimates.
To resolve this problem, we must first test for endogeneity, and if we detect it, we must estimate a model that corrects for it as in the twostage least squares model for linear regression. This problem is harder when the dependent variable is binary. The two-state probit used by Bollen, Guilkey, and Mroz, following Rivers and Vuong, is a model that has been shown to generate consistent parameter estimates with small efficiency loss. This model has attractive properties. 93 The procedure is similar to 2SLS: first, estimate the reduced form of equation 1 using a probit regression, obtaining predicted values (PHAT) of the dependent variable ( PART). 94 Then, compute the error of that prediction (RES) and plug the PHAT into equation 2, replacing PART. PHAT is uncorrelated with the disturbance term in equation 1. Then, estimate equation 2 using a probit regression with robust standard errors. The resulting coefficient estimates are consistent asymptotically inefficient. 95 However, evidence from small-sample Monte Carlo simulations has shown that the efficiency loss is very small. 96 To determine whether this process should be used, a simple exogeneity test can be applied. This involves a t-test of the estimated coefficient of the prediction error ( RES), added as a regressor along with the actual value of PART in equation 2 in the model of war recurrence. 97 If RES is nonsignificant, we cannot reject the null hypothesis of exogeneity of partitions and we should rely on the simple probit estimates. Applying this method to the no-war-recurrence model, I find that more efficient results are reached by models that assume exogeneity. This is confirmed by estimating a bivariate probit model of war recurrence that provides efficient standard errors (estimated by maximum likelihood) and a different test of exogeneity.
